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This Amendment is responsive to the Office Action mailed September 14, 2009. 

bi - he specification have n amended to « >rrec r<noi 

typographical errors. Claims 16, 19, 31, 33, 41, 55, 57, 65, 82, 83, 87, 95, 97, 103, 104, 
107, ii3 and 114 have been either previously or currently canceled. Claims L 18, 25, 43, 
49, 67, 73, 80, 81. 93 and 1 12 have been amended. Claims 1-1 5, 17, 1 8, 20-30, 32, 34-40, 
42-54, 56, 58-54, 06-8.1, 84-86, 88-94. 96, 98-102, 105, 106, 108-112 and 115-130 are 
pending. 

Cimm Rejsefi&m -35 (JSC §103 
In the Office Action, claims 1-2, 5, 7-12, 14, 16-18, 20-23, 25-26, 29, 32, 35-36, 
38, 41-47, 49-50, 53, 56-60, 62, 65-71, 73-74, 77, 79-81, 84-86, 91, 93-94, 96-97, 10.1- 
102, 105-106, 1 1 1-1 12, 115-1 18, 122 and 124-130 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Christopoulos et al. (US 2001/0047517) in view of Kost et al. (US 
2002/0154691). 

In the Office Action, claims 3-4, 24, 27-28, 48, 51-52, 72, 75-76, 88-90, 98-100, 
108-110 and 119-121 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unp I 51 
Christopoulos et a!. (US 2001/0047517) and Kost etal. (US 2002/0154691), and further in 
view of Vetro et a. (US 2004/0203851). 

In the Office Action, claims 16, 30, 54 and 78 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) 
. ■ . • . ftpaten e over Christopoulos et al. (US 2001/0047517), and in view of Kost et 
at. (US 2002/0 1 54691 ) as applied to claims 2, 26, 50 and 74 above, mid in view of Wang et 
ah (US 2002/0152317). 

In the Office Action, claims 13, 15^ 37, 39-40, 61 and 63-64 are rejected under 35 
USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Christopoulos et ah {'US 2001/0047517), m view 
of Kost et al. (US 2002/0154691), and further in view of Anand et al. (US 6,920,179). 

in ire Office \etion. claims 92 and ! 23 ax rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Christopoulos et aL (US' 2003/00475 17), in view of Kost et al. (US 
2(K)2/0154691),as applied to claims 14, 38, 62, SI and 112, and further in view of Official 
Notice taken by the Examiner. 

I rejec Lions to the exte i . reject! 

may ^e c oi to the claims as amended. The ap nces fai 1 to 
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disclose 0.5 sugge i the inventions defined by Applicant's amended claims, and provide no 
leaching that would have suggested an ^aflnenf reason for a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to arrive at the claimed invention. 

Christopoislos m view of Kest 

Fo? example Christopouios o view of Kost teei any teaching to suggest thai the 
user preference further specifies a demand to provide die multimedia stream at a lowest cost 
in terms oi a Nil rig rate and that the encode manage; further selects one or the pluralit) or 
es a high rate of compres i am >wei ualitv > 
service to provide the lowest cost in accordance with the d* xm ~ ? fled by the as i 
preference, as required by Applicant's currently amended claim I. 

As an initial matter. Applicant notes that .claim 1 has been amended to incorporate 
the limitations cited above, which were previously presented by now cancelled claim ie. In 
rejecting claim 16, the Office Action assumes the term ''cost" previously recited by claim 
16 to be cost in terms of bandwidth.: Applicant has further amended this limitation as 
presented in claim 1 to clarify that the cost is in terms of billing rate, which is substantially 
different than a cost in terms of bandwidth. When clarified as such, the appli a refers •-.„• 
lack any teaching to suggest that the user preference further specifies a demand to provide 
the multimedia stream at a lowest cost in terms of a billing rate, as required by Applicant's 
vie ] mded claim L 

. e >_ s ^v i 1 m <. r ^ m i.r\ o 

r ^ k <. > ^ n\ r > ! i si eCsf 

to t Livers; h process rnul new., format ■ f ts nive s* ac ess ulov. an access 
dm. 't \w' t \ \ 

a func i n 1 i i >ed fieatim eference 

Christopouios, however, does not indicate the extent or scope of the user specification or 
preference, much less, suggest that the user preference further specifies a demand to provide 
n i , - i v % \ i i i e is * i u I ? t - j 
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currently amended claim i. Meed, Ohristopouios is silent with respect to this feature of 
Applicant's currently amended claim L 

tls itent with respe ! eatore Vpp s currently ame c 
claim . is o aant \K - Ko-t. ^Aosrp to i 

cost of a server in paragraph [§887] of Kost. Moreover, Kost is silent with respect to user 
preferences. Consequently, neither Cristopolous nor Kost teach or suggest that the user 
pe i use s^cvi e u p o 'do t !< t , so \ a lowest cost in 

terms of a hilling rate, as required by Applicant's currently amended claim 1. 

x in lead ig s t 

that e tpf ed 2 

further selects one of the plurality of encoding parameter sets that provides a high rate of 
compression arid a lower quality of service to provide the lowest cost in accordance with 
the demand spec cub he tsei p aeoee, a-, i rthe reared in \ppiscant> currently 
amended claim 1. 

To the extent independent claims 25, 49, 73, SO, 81, 93, 102 and 112 recite, or have 
been amended to recite, limitations similar to those of claim 1 on which the above 
arguments are predicated, the arguments made above with respect to claim 1 apply to 
claims 25, 49, 73, 80, Si, 93, 102 and 132. 

By virtue of claims 2, 5, 7-12, 14, 17, IS, 20-23, 26, 29, 32, 35-36, 38, 41-47, 50, 
53, 56, 58-60, 62, 66-71, 74, 77, 79, 84-86, 91, 94, 96-97, 101, 105-106, 111, 115-118, 
122 and 124-130 depend from 1, 25, 49, 73, 80, 81, 93, 102 and 1.12, the arguments made 
above with respect to independent claims 1, 25, 49, 73, 80, 81, 93, 102 and .1.12 apply to 
dependent claims 2, 5, 7-12, 14, 16-18, 20-23, 26, 29, 32, 35-36, 38, 41-47, 50, 53, 56- 
60, 62, 65-71, 74, 77, 79, 84-86, 91, 94, 96-97, 101, 105-1 06, ! .1 1, 115-118, 122 and 124- 
130. 

o e remainder of the rejection Applicant n s ! h 
reniatntng rejections combine the teachings of Christopoulos/Kost (discussed above ') wuh 

u v. 1 'CO I V CS » t V 1 i | 

rKos e-{ hes the particular use cied t< lower cost in terms of billing 

rate in the manner required, for example, by -Applicant's currently mended clai m .1 . None 
ces pro\ d* x £ >ove 
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with, respect to claim 1. Each of these additional references cited by the Examiner is 
ad 1 ;sed >- ov> 

Vetro 

Vetro describes a system by which to provide environment aware services iEAS) to 
mobile let <.l do-- :ces. ! I \ 1 ^ de'oen. o 1 on vsronmest awareness via an 

environment description, which may include, for example, device capabilities, network 
conditions, delivery capabilities, user preference ?, nvohdu) characteristics, etc.''' Vetro 

ion erviee provides > v the 
environment description to adapt and delivery personalized and general services. 55 The 
Vetro system may periodically update the environment descriptions to accommodate, for 
example, new environments or new machines capable of performing a specific type of 
content adaption. 7 The Vetro system may include a content adaption engine that reformats, 
based on one or more environment descriptions, content received from an application 
service provider in a first format into a second format supported by a mobile device to 

n iic i the conic s ^ ied 

While Vetro discusses user preferences, Vetro explicitly defines user preferences as 

u«.\do ire t m i, o w ' e? ■» < cos A"i \ p c .s„es and 

QoS ps i ences, as ^ as de? gn form on mc > ge a md age ~ ! < 

Vetro user preferences are apparently directed to preferences with respect to browsing the: 
Internet o e:i g > e i r er p ences tha wl 1 i ; , i 

provide the multimedia stream at a lowest cost in terms of a billing rate, as required by 
Applicant ' s currently amended claim 1 . Consequently, Vetro fails to cure the deficiencies 
o Chj stopot o \w : nbi ition dabo\ th respect to clt 

As claims 3-4, 24, 27-23, 48, 51-52, 72, 75-76, 88-90, 98-100, 108-1 10 and .1.19- 
121 depend from respective claims 1, 25, 49, 73, 80, 81, 93, 102 and 112, the above 
a a i we < ! - w l i . we o d_ < ; < M% i . 

claims, Christopoulos in view of Kost and Vetro therefore fails to disclose each and every 



*f [0020]. 

5 id 

6 M. 

7 1 [0065]. 
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limitation set fourth in claims 3-4, 24, 27-28, 48. 51-52, 72, 75-76, 88-90, 98-100, 108- 
110 and 119-121. 

Wang 

W gdescrib system th capable of e^ ! pi dit i 

encodings of the same bitstrean where each encoding ma> encode the same bhstream at a 
ditommm's. i it e > v i ^ . \ t t J v , f g 

s t t ^ e n v crr*o,m oi 
mexpUmstha v v s. » oe ser\ 

different, as one client may connect via a phone modem at 56 Kb/s while another client may 
connect via a Cable modem at a few Mh/s.' 1 Wang howeve s silen wit respect io he 
um mc Cl > t < , . > ,«IV ->< 1 to? tu 

erne the deficiencies of Christopoulos/Kost noted above with respect to claim I, 

As claims 16, 30, 54 and 78 depend from respective claims I, 25, 49 and 73, 
Applicant submits that the above arguments made with respect to the independent claims 
also apply to these dependent claims, Christopoulos in view of Kost and Wang therefore 
fails to disclose each and every limitation set fourth in claims 16, 30, 54 and 787 

Asiand 

Anand describes a system for progressively encoding a bit stream for transmission 
oyer a heterogeneous network. 1 ' 1 According to Anand, a progressively encoded bit stream 
may be "'configured so as to be decodabie at any one of a series of increasing bit rates up to 
a maximum bit rate, depending on which of a number of corresponding cordons of the 
progressive coded video bit stream are received by the decoder."'-' Anand suggests that the 
progressive transmission video techniques are highly scalable in bit rate, and thereby allow 
ddgnbdi \ <. r f e * u \ 

Wang, is however si lent with respect to the user preference required by Applicant's 
currently amended claim 1. 
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Abstract. 
i3 Column 3, lines 13-20, 
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As claims 13, 15. 37, 39-40, 61 and 63-64 depend from respective claims s 25 and 
49. the above arguments made with respect to the independent claims also apply to these 
-re tclaims Christopoulos in view of Kos nd A aid therefore fails dis os eh 
and every limitation set fourth in claims 13, 15, 37, 39-40, 61 snd 63-64. 

Official Netfce 

1 n i f u ue < f-iH i .^tct^independen ch ns 81 
and 112 also apply to dependent claims 92 ara 123, . « ^ - 
depei > " < v. ! *■ v u 12. Because no other reference was combined with 

> i < s lese applied reference pro vid i - thei 

preference recited by Applicant's currently amended independent claims, the applied 
references lacks any teaching to suggest all ot 1 set fo irt i in c'h ms 92 and 2 



For at least the reasons set fourth above, the rejections of Applicant's claims .1-15, 
17, 18 s 20-30, 32, 34-40, 42-54, 56, 58-64, 66-81, 84-86, 88-94, 96, 98-102, 105, 106, 108- 
1 12 and 115-130 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) must be withdrawn. Accordingly, in light of the 
£ ontained herein and the arguments above, Applicant submits that the, 
condom >o J o\s s*cc for which early action is requested. 
Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this response to 
Deposit Account No. 17-0026. 
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CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 
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